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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS FOR 1952 


TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1951 


Unitrep Strares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Hon. Carl Hayden, chairman cf the subcommittee, 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Hayden, Ellender, Kilgore, Cordon, Wherry, 
Young, and Ecton. 


STATEMENTS OF OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, SECRETARY; RICHARD D. 
SEARLES, UNDER SECRETARY; WILLIAM E. WARNE, ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY, VERNON D. NORTHROP, ADMINISTRATIVE ASSIST- 
ANT SECRETARY, AND D. OTIS BEASLEY, DIRECTOR OF BUDGET 
AND FINANCE 


Senator Haypen. The committee will be in order. 

The committee is here to consider H. R. 3790, a bill providing for 
appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1952, and for other purposes. We have present the 
Secretary of the Interior, and I understand you have a prepared 
statement, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary CuapMan. I do, sir. 


GENERAL STATEMENT 


Senator Haypen. If it is agreeable to you, we will place the whole 
statement in the record and then you can high light such parts as 
you see fit. 

Secretary CHapMAN. That will be very fine. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT By Hon. Oscar L. CHAPMAN, SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 


I welcome the opportunity to appear before your committee to discuss the 
natural resource programs of the ble meee of the Interior. This period 
represents a critical stage in the development of our mobilization program and it 
is of vital importance that your committee clearly understand the relationship 
between the budget requests presented here for the Department and our national 
capacity to meet our mobilization requirements. In my 18 years with the Depart- 
ment of the Interior I cannot recall an occasion when I have appeared before a 
congressional committee on a matter of such great importance to our national 
welfare as my appearance before your committee today. 

The Interior Department appropriation bill for 1952 as passed by the House 
of Representatives, if allowed to become law in its present form, will not only 
weaken the defense program of this country but will impair the future well-being 
of its people. 


i 
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Today our Nation is engaged in a program unparalleled in its history. This 
program has two objectives. One is to defend our freedom and liberty which are 
threatened by another system, This will be accomplished if we build our defenses 
so strong as to deter that system from further aggression. In any case, we must 
be ready for immediate mobilization of all our power if further aggression does 
occur. At the same time we must maintain and develop our national strength to 
guard against future attack. To do this we must establish and secure our mode 
of living both for ourselves and our children. Success in both our short-range 
and long-range objectives depends upon the availability and wise use of our basic 
natural resources—our minerals, soils, forests—our lands and waters. 

The Department of the Interior is charged with important responsibilities in 
both phases of this unprecedented program. We will be unable to discharge such 
responsibilities effectively if the minimum fund requirements for our essential 
resource programs are whittled away by arbitrary reductions and we are con- 
fronted with hampering restrictions like the Jensen amendment which cripple 
our ability to operate. 

If Interior’s 1952 budget had been prepared without regard to the need for 
curtailing and deferring activities which were not essential to our national security 
at this time, the action of the House might be justified. However, the estimates 
of the Department were screened exceedingly fine before the budget was trans- 
mitted to the Congress. Funds were requested only for those activities which 
directly or indirectly support the defense effort or provide essential public services 
which must be maintained at an efficient and effective level. 


BUDGET LESS THAN 1951 APPROPRIATION 


These adjustments in the Department’s activities under the defense program 
are demonstrated by the fact that Interior’s 1952 budget was transmitted to the 
Congress in an amount $86,000,000 below the total appropriated for 1951. 
Further reductions can be made oaly at the expense of work related directly to 
the defense effort or to essential civilian services. 


HOUSE ACTION 


The seriousness of the House action upon the programs of the Department is 
more apparent when one considers the manner in which the reductions were 
made. This bil! was reported to the House in an amount more than $39,000,000 
below the budget estimate. This reduction was serious, but the arbitrary reduc- 
tions came when the House proceeded to use the knife with little regard for the 
evidence which had been presented in support of the Department’s request. 
Furthermore, no attention was paid to the warnings by the members of the sub- 
committee that further reductions would impair the effectiveness of Interior 
programs. On many critical items in the Interior bill, a majority of the House 
membership acted to make further reductions despite the recommendations of 
the subcommittee, 

Due to the importance of our natural resources to the economie and military 
strength of this country, there is cause for real alarm over the action taken by 
the House. However, this is not the first time that there has been a combina- 
tion of forces to weaken the administration of the public estate so that our resources 
can be exploited to the financial advantage ot a few selfish groups. The pattern 
of these attacks is always the same— efforts by special interest groups seeking to 
get control of valuable natural resourees by denying appropriations to develop 
and utilize such resources for the welfare of all the people as provided bv law. 

Before giving this committee a bill of particulars on the damage inflieted by 
the action of the House, I would like to reemphasize the value of the Depart- 
ment’s work to the Nation. 

REVENUES 


Too little attention is given to what the natural-resource development and 
conservation programs conducted by the Department contribute to the economic 
strength of this country. These programs are wealth producing and should be 
considered from the viewpoint of both their need and the return of their cost to 
the Treasury through direct and indirect revenues. Direct revenues received by 
the Department as a result of its water and power, mineral, and land-management 
activities have increased steadily over the past two decades. In 1933, the Depart- 
ment deposited $9,356,678 in the Treasury, exclusive of trust funds. The de- 
posits totaled $129,717,408 in 1950, and by 1952 it is estimated that the deposits 
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will increase to more than $176,000,000. In addition to these direct revenues, the 
indirect returns to the Treasury resulting from activities conducted by the Depart- 
ment far exceed the direct returns. 

In examining programs to be conducted by the Federal Government under a 
stringent economy policy, we feel that a marked distinction should be made 
between outlays which are in the nature of wealth-producing activities and those 
which are not so classified. It is also important that we keep in mind that we have 
a steady growth in population and a rapid decline in our natural resources. If 
we are to maintain our standard of living we must accelerate the development of 
our remaining resources and insure their maximum usefulness through good 
conservation practices. Interior programs are designed to achieve this goal. 
The cost to the Government is a sound financial investment and will be returned 
to the Treasury through reimbursement from the people who directly benefit and 
through indirect return from private enterprise developed or expanded to serve 
the direct beneficiaries. 


EFFECT OF HOUSE ACTION ON RECLAMATION DEVELOPMENT 

In recent decades, the suitability of western areas to meet national needs has 
resulted in unprecedented western population growth. Along the Pacifie coast, 
and in certain of the Rocky Mountain areas, industrial plants have brought into 
the Western States great numbers of new workers and their families. ‘Wenty 
million people are living in the 11 Western States—a 40 percent increase during 
the World War ITI decade. 

Weleome as is the industrial growth of the West, it nevertheless seriously 
threatens balanced western economy. The sudden mushrooming of concentrated 
urban populations emphasizes the need for sound economic development. {in 
the States of California and Washington, and in many other locations throughout 
the West, phenomenal industrial expansion has, for example, brought critical 
shortages in locally produced food supplies. Yet at the same time, agricultural 
development is delayed in areas whose natural resources of soil, climate, and water 
are needed for the maintenance of national strength. 

Reclamation provides the very elements that build sustained and enduring 
national strength. Irrigation and power have made possible the agricultural and 
industrial development of the West. 

Yet the Reclamation program was subjected to drastic attacks on all fronts 
through the House action on the Interior Bill. Despite the fact that wheeling 
agreements have been worked out by the Bureau of Reclamation with the private 
utilities in five of the major areas in which Reclamation operates, the Reclamation 
power program would be strangled and the baianeed irrigation and other resource 





multiple-purpose development which the Congress has direeted us to carry out 
wouid be crippled. The net result of three vital amendments adopted on the 
floor would be to set back severely the Reclamation program for western resource 
deve iopment. . 

| refer specifically to the disastrous effect of the amendments reducing general 
investigation, construction, and rehabilitation funds, and to the so-called Keating 
amendment, If coneurred in by the Senate, these amendments would result in 
serious delays in planning water resource development and delay essential irriga- 
tion work in progress rhe established public power program would thus be 
thwarted and preference customers, ineluding rural electrification organizations 


und Federal agencies would be denied the benefits which they are entitled to under 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSE 





During the h rings by vour committee, evidence will be pre sented of the urgent 
need for re toration of budget estimates not or1 ly as to the particular points 
mentioned Dut as LO Operation and maintenance of irrigation and power tacit 
in Which the United Statos has an investment of more than $2,000,000,000 ri 
reduction of $500,000 in general administrative expense will seriously affect the 


efficient administration of the over-all activities of the Bureau of Reclamation. 


In addition, U eall your attention to the omission in the House bill of 


iANnLUALe 


recommended by the Bureau of the Budget that will permit the Bureau of Recla- 
mation to carry out the obligations of the Mexican Water Treaty of 1944 imposed 
ie Secretary of the Interior by the Department of State in connection with 
the operation of the All-American Canal. 


on tt 
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REDUCTION FOR CONSTRUCTION OF TRANSMISSION LINES 


The cut made by the House committee includes an amount of $3,606,450, for 
the construction of transmission lines which could be eliminated after the Depart- 
ment approved wheeling agreements with the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. and the 
Montana Power Co. This action was taken on the recommendation made by 
this Department. However, other reductions were made in lines for the Missouri 
River Basin, and for the California-Oregon interconnection in the Central Valley 
project. The Department’s power agencies, the Federal Power Commission and 
the Defense Electric Power Administration are unanimous in urging immediate 
construction of an intertie between the Central Valley project and the Bonneville 
power system as a project which will contribute materially in meeting the imme- 
diate power requirements in the Northwest and conserving fuels in California by 
the utilization of Northwest hydro energy which would otherwise be wasted. 

These cuts are serious, but an amendment added to the bill relative to power 
is even more serious. I have particular reference to the Keating amendment. 

The Department and its power marketing agencies, in good faith have dili- 
gently followed the intent of the Congress by entering into wheeling agreements 
with private utilities whenever agreement could be reached on reasonable terms. 
As evidence of good faith, the Department has executed exchange or wheeling 
agreements with virtually all of the principal operating utilities in the areas where 
Government power is available, with the exception of the southeastern area. As 
evidence of our success, with the committee’s permission, I should like to offer 
as a part of the record this imposing list of contracts that have been made effective 
since I have been Secretary of the Interior. 


KEATING AMENDMENT 


The Keating amendment is the most insidious device that could have been used 
to undo much of the work that has been accomplished so far in reaching wheeling 
agreements. It puts the Department at the complete mercy of the private 
utilities, since it would prohibit initiating construction by Reclamation of all 
power-transmission facilities for whatever purpose they might serve. It would not 
permit construction of lines to interconnect Federal Power projects in order to 
pool the resources and make maximum use of power generation. It would prohibit 
the construction of lines to serve project purposes, such as pumping plants and 
other project features essential to irrigation of western lands. It would prohibit 
the construction of lines to serve loads within any utility’s area, and which the 
utility may have no intention of serving itself. And, not the least of the damaging 
effects of this amendment, it would prohibit the construction of lines which are 
required by the Government to fulfill provisions in existing contracts with the 
utilities to make effective the wheeling agreements. Accepting the amendment 
would nullify preference provisions of all previous legislation enacted by Congress 
since 1906 with respect to the disposal of Federal power and would place the 
disposal of Federal power entirely in the hands of the utility. I cannot conceive 
that this was the real intent, when the Congress instructed the Department to 
enter into wheeling agreements for the maximum utilization of the existing 
facilities. Furthermore, it has been stated many times by Members of the 
Congress that the Government should construct lines to interconnect their own 
power projects wherever feasible, and to bring power to the principal load centers 
for distribution to the preference customers. 

I am confident that the Congress did not intend that we enter a dead-end street 
with no possible exit. I earnestly request that this committee explore the effects 
of this House action during its hearings on the bill. It is my confident belief that 
you will find, as I have, that the acceptance of this amendment will result in a 
hiatus that will take many years to overcome. 


HOUSE ACTION ON SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


The budget for the Southeastern Power Administration included $4,000,000 for 
planning and construction of lines and substations in 1952. The House committee 
reduced the estimate to $3,400,000, and floor action of the House eliminated all 
funds for planning and construction. 

Funds for the construction of two lines from Buggs Island to Suffolk and 
Langley Field to serve the power requirements of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee on Aeronautics were eliminated. We are not appealing this item because 
the NACA has made a recent agreement with the Virginia Electric & Power Co. 
for service. 
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In one respect the proposed line has served its purpose. It has saved the 
Government a direct service charge of $4,100,000, which was withdrawn by the 
company after they feared the Government would construct the necessary lines 
for meeting the requirements for Langley Field. Additional savings will be made 
annually, since the Virginia Electric & Power Co. has offered to meet any rate 
proposed by Southeastern. The company is so desperate in its desire to bottle 
up Buggs Island power that it has now agreed to construct a third line from Suffolk 
into Langley Field. Rather than accept delivery of Government power at Suffolk, 
the company has announced its plan to construct an additional 100,000 kilowatts 
in generating capacity at Suffolk, costing in excess of $16,000,000. Much of this 
program of the company could have been avoided if it had been willing to go along 
with our proposal for integrated operation of Buggs Island with the company’s 
system. The reason that this item is not being appealed does not alter my desire 
that the Virginia Electric & Power Co. will not be permitted to bottle up Buggs 
Island power for its own benefit and purposes. As an example of a further 
attempt by the company to achieve its objectives, immediately upon learning that 
the Southeastern Power Administration had proposed a line to Chase City, Va., to 
deliver power to a cooperative system, the company undertook the construction 
of a line from that point to within 1 mile of Buggs Island power plant. 

The action taken by the House in eliminating all funds for construction is 
indeed serious. The Southeastern program was predicated on the construction 
of only those lines necessary to bring power to points where existing facilities 
could be utilized to make power available to the greatest number. Our inability 
to reach wheeling agreements with the private utilities does not destroy the need 
for these lines, but results in the need for additional lines if preference customers 
are to be served in accordance with existing law. 

A number of utilities in the area were not interested in even discussing wheeling 
agreements or the exchange of power on terms that could reasonably be accepted 
by the Government. Considerable negotiations were held with the Virginia 
Electric & Power Co., and many offers and counteroffers were made in an attempt 
to reach an agreement. The company insists on taking a bus-bar delivery of 
power into their system with a zone-type rate for wheeling. An alternate proposal 
has been made for approximately 2-mill charge for system-wide wheeling. Either 
of these proposals is considered excessive and inconsistent with contract agree- 
ments that have been entered into by the Department with utilities operating in 
other areas. We feel 1 mill is adequate to compensate any company for use of 
the surplus transmission capacity of its system. 

No doubt, statements will be made before this committee that the Depart- 
ment has elsewhere accepted the zone-type rate. That is perfectly true, but 
under quite different circumstances. In the instances where contracts have been 
entered into on a zone-rate basis, the Government has rather extensive transmis- 
sion systems for delivery of power to the load centers of preference customers and 
the utilities. The points of delivery of power to the utility systems under these 
contracts are at varying distances, up to almost 300 miles from the bus bar. In 
such circumstances, wheeling within the first zone, wherein the 1-mill charge is 
made in effect, extends the delivery of project power to areas which normally 
would not receive service without further extension of the Federal system. 

In the southeastern area, accepting the zone-type rate with the bus-bar delivery 
would place most all power deliveries to preference customers in the zones where 
the wheeling charge would be in excess of 1 mill. The weighted average of the 
zone rates as offered by the company would be approximately 2 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. 

Construction of direct service to preference customers would be more econ- 
omical and assure maximum net return of power revenue to the Government than 
would be possible under a zone rate where these conditions apply. 

The lines for which we are seeking restoration will provide power to the load 
centers of the utilities, several municipalities, and the REA cooperatives in 
Virginia and North Carolina. Lines are also included in the program to bring 
power from Clark Hill to preference customers in South Carolina. Construction 
must begin as soon as possible in order to provide for the utilization of power 
which will be available in the near future. 

Without construction funds, the present lines to the load centers of the coopera- 
tives or to points where the existing utility system can be used to market power 
to other preference customers will place the Government in the untenable position 
of not being able to dispose of power from these Federal plants except under the 
terms set by the utilities. 

I might add that offers in behalf of the Virginia Electric & Power Co. have been 
made to members of the House within the last week or so. The Department 
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through the Southeastern Power Administration, the ageney responsible for enter- 
ing into power contracts on behalf of the Government, has not been tendered 
such officers by the company. Since the Department is responsible to the 
Congress for marketing Federal power, it would seem appropriate that these 
offiers be directed to the Southeastern Power Administration. 

If the Federal Government is to market its power in accordance with the prefer- 
ence provisions of law, and if the Department is to assure the Congress that these 
provisions are carried out, these funds must be made available to the Southeastern 
Power Administration. 


AMENDMENTS AFFECTING SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION 


Two amendments were adopted on the House floor with respect to the South- 
western Power Administration that demonstrates clearly the effort to weaken the 
program of this ageney. One of these amendments eliminated all funds included 
in the budget estimate for miscellaneous construction. The other inserted a 
proviso that would prohibit the use of the appropriation to continue construction 
of a project already under way. 

The need for funds for the construction of miscellaneous facilities is intimately 
related to our contractual relationship with other utilities. Time and again the 
Appropriation Subcommittee of the House of Representatives and this committee 
have discussed with us the problem of working out contracts with non-Federal 
electric systems which would reduce the Federal investment required for the 
marketing of its power. 

This Department recently executed a contract between the Southwestern Power 
Administration and the Publie Service Co. of Oklahoma and the Oklahoma Gas & 
Electric Co. which became effective on February 6, 1951, when the rate schedules 
were appro\ ed by the Federal Power Commission, Under that contract, service 
may be rendered by the Government to any customer on or near transmission 
facilities of the companies without the necessity of the Government constructing 
its own extensive system. However, from time to time it will be necessary for 
the Government to construct certain extensions of facilities or service connections 
to its customers. Somewhat similar provisions are included in Southwestern’s 
contracts with the Texas Power & Light Co., the Southwestern Gas & Electric 
Co., and the large rural electric cooperatives. 

The purpose for which the power contracts were entered into with the private 
utilities is without meaning if the Southwestern Power Administration is prevented 
from executing terms of the contracts which may involve the construction of 
facilities. The estimate should be restored if all our efforts are not to be reduced 
to futility. 

The second amendment was adopte ‘d, without reducing the estimate, to prevent 
the use of funds requested in 1952 for the completion of facilities already under 
way in the western Missouri project. With funds made available in 1951, the 
Southwestern Power Administration is constructing a transmission line from Mans- 
field to Springfield and to Carthage, Mo. The terminal facilities for this line and 
a substation at Clinton are also being initiated with 1951 funds provided for this 
purpose. The facilities in this project are required to supply four large rural 
electric cooperatives and the city of Springfield. 

The prohibition against comple ting these works should be removed from the 
bill, in order to provide service to this area and to prevent the loss of the invest- 
ment which the Government has made to date. 


BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION AMOUNT REDUCED BY HOUSE 


The cut of $5,500,000 on the floor of the House for the Bonneville Power 
Administration will make it necessary to delay completion of a number of impor- 
tant facilities on which construction is under way or which will be started in fiscal 

‘ar 1952. Investments in work under way will lie idle until funds are provided 
to finish the work, thus resulting in uneconomical prosecution of the construction 
program. In order to provide an adequate grade of electric service in the area 
and to transmit the power from Federal generating plants on as economical! basis 
as possible, these facilities will be required as soon as funds are made available by 
the eee. Therefore, the reduction in appropriations would not result in any 
net savings to the Federal Government. 


Che Bonneville power system is an important, integral part of the Northwest 
power pool. The lack of adequate transmission facilities on the Bonneville sys- 
tem will limit the contribution from additional Federal generating capacity which 
is scheduled for operation in the near future. Construction progress must be 
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maintained on schedule to meet these new generation dates and to avoid undue 
transmission losses resulting from overloading existing lines. The power system 
is designed for minimum use of materials and maximum economy of operation. 
Continuous overloading of existing facilities in order to utilize additional gener- 
ating capacity will completely eliminate any reserve capacity. This will endanger 
the power supply of the entire region during an emergency resulting from break- 
down of any part of the main system. 

In light of the heavy demands for industrial expansion, and the great contribu- 
tion the Northwest is making toward the production of critical materials, the con- 
struction program must be kept on schedule to avoid curtailment. 


SURVEYS AND STUDIES OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


The basic data and mineral resource investigations of the Geological Survey 
have been increasing during the past few years. This increased tempo of Survey’s 
activities has been a great ‘satisfaction to me because I am firmly convinced that 
the money is being spent for the gathering of scientific data which is essential to 
our economic development and our security. Even at the rate proposed by the 
President for 1952, the program would be at a minimum rate in the light of our 
defense needs. I was greatly pleased, therefore, to see that the House committee 
apparently completely agreed with this attitude. 

Director Wrather tells me that if the House floor cut remains a half-million 
dollars will have to be eliminated from the amount available for topographic 
mapping and another quarter-million dollars each from water resources investi- 
gations and geologic and mineral resources surveys. In view of the continuing 
need for such work, and especially because ot the direct benefit of the Survey’s 
activities to the defense effort, I believe that restoration of the cut would be in 
the best interests of the Nation. You are familiar with the need for topographic, 
geologic, and hydrologic data. Perbaps you are not fully informed with how 
rapidly that need has increased since the emergency. 

Recently there has been an increasing awareness of the importance of making 

ample provision for surveys of our natural resources. Factors which have em- 
phasized and reflected this recognition are the issuance of House Document No. 
706, Kighty-first Congress, second session, A Program to Strengthen the Scientific 
Foundation in Natural Resources, and the report of the President’s Water 
tesources Policy Commission. The need for full topographic, geologic, mineral 
resource, and hydrologic information to meet the requirements of defense and of 
development projects is widely recognized and accepted. It is perhaps especially 
significant that the House committee which made the detailed study of the 
Survey budget request approved it as submitted without any decrease, as 
contrasted with general cuts in other items. 

It seems significant that during floor debate on the proposed cut both Mr. 
Kirwan, chairman of the House subcommittee, and Mr. Jensen, ranking Repub- 
lican member of the House subcommittee, saw fit to strongly defend the amount 
recommended for the Survey by the subcommittee. This is believed to be indi- 
cative of the conclusion which all members of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
reached regarding the importance of the work of the Geological Survey. 


MANAGEMENT OF THE PUBLIC DOMAIN 


Through the action of the House, the Bureau of Land Management would 
receive substantially less in 1952 than it has received during the past year for all 
activities other than soil and moisture conservation work. The soil and moisture 
program is not @ separate program—it is a part of a total effort. It is not good 
business to hamstring the other activities of the Bureau of Land Management 
and thus cut down the use of land resources, for this use of resources not only 
aids defense but brings profit in the form of fees for oil and gas leases and grazing 
leases. 

Reduction in funds will not permit the establishment of a grazing organization 
in conformance with the fees that are being charged. Fees were recently in- 
creased upon the assumption that the grazing administration would be strength- 
ened. We will not be keeping faith with the range users if we charge them more 
for grazing while we give them less for their money in grazing administration and 
the very money we expend on soil and moisture work will be wasted without 
proper administration to prevent overuse of certain areas. Overgrazing of one 
area—and this will happen without funds for proper administration of range 
lands—will not put fat on the livestock. 

I urge that this committee restore the reduction in funds for the Bureau of 
Land Management 
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ADMINISTRATION OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 


The 1952 budget estimate of $71,425,000 presented to the Congress for the 
Bureau of Indian Affairs was approximately $6,000,000 below the amount avail- 
able for the fiscal year 1951. i additional reduction of $6,425,000 has been 
made by the House. This represents a total reduction of $12,475,055 or about 
16 percent below the 1951 appropriation level for this Bureau. 

The House committee report on the bill, recognizing the need for material 
assistance to the Indians, states that “increasing emphasis must be placed on 
active, tangible progress toward the assimilation of Indians into the general 
population.’”’ However, the reduction made in the budget estimates will actually 
retard and delay the Bureau in reaching this objective. The reduction in funds 
will result in inadequate guidance and assistance in the fields of health, education, 
welfare, resource development, and utilization, and the lack of facilities necessary 
for the operation of these programs. 

It will require the elimination in whole or in part of funds for such items as 
ractical nurse training, hospital equipment, and disease preventive measures. 
t will deny schooling to Indian children for whom no other school facilities are 

available. It will not permit as great an expansion as is desirable in the program 
designed to promote off-reservation employment for those Indians living on 
reservations whose resources will not support the population. At the same time 
it will deny minimum assistance to needy Indians and retard resource utilization 
on the reservations, including the utilization of resources of direct benefit to na- 
tional defense such as the conduct of timber sales and the development of irrigation 
and power facilities. 

Another matter of major importance is the long-range program for the rehabili- 
tation of the Navajo and Hopi Indians which is running behind the schedule con- 
templated in the act of April 19, 1950. That act authorized the appropriation 
of $88,570,000 for a comprehensive program for the rehabilitation of these Indian 
tribes over a period of 10 years. The action of the House will require a reduction 
from $6,784,000 to $4,521,500 for the second year of this program. This reduc- 
tion compares with $8,645,520 available for the fiscal year 1951, after $4,304,000 
was placed in reserve under section 1214 of the 1951 Appropriation Act. If the 
objectives of the Rehabilitation Act are to be accomplished within a reasonable 
period, the rate of appropriation must certainly be at a higher level than 
$4,500,000. 

We should recognize the responsibility of the Government toward the Indian 
people during the current defense program and provide the material assistance 
necessary to prepare them to take their proper place in the social and economic 
life of the Nation. I urge this committee, therefore, to restore the amount dis- 
allowed by the House. 


NATIONAL PARK AREAS 


When I appeared before the House Subcommittee on Interior Appropriations 
in February, I stated that our budgetary program for 1952 contemplated the 
continuance of certain essential Government services. I cited the operation of 
national parks as an example. The situation has not changed since that time. 
The National Park Service is doing a greater volume of business than ever before 
in its history. Its foremost problem is taking care of the unprecedented num- 
bers of visitors and providing them with essential facilities. 

Nearly 33,000,000 visitors used the 181 areas administered by the National 
Park Service during the 1950 travel year and so far during the 1951 travel year 
each month has shown an increase of from 10 to 15 percent. Short of drastic 
changes in the travel habits of the American people, such as might be brought 
about by gasoline and tire rationing or restrictions on the use of public modes of 
transportation, this amazing rate of increase in use of the park areas will no doubt 
continue. 

This large volume of public use generates a corresponding workload at all 
levels of operations, at the areas themselves and in the Washington and regional 
offices of the Service. Therefore, I wish to ask you to consider carefully the 
request to restore to the Service’s appropriations the amounts included in the 1952 
budget for the maintenance of roads, trails, buildings, and utilities; for the manage- 
ment of resources; and for the necessary plans for utilizing existing and potential 


resources. 
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FISH AND WILDLIFE INVESTIGATIONS 


The reduction of $171,000 in the proposed appropriation to the Fish and 
Wildlife Service for investigations of resources will affect primarily work under 
way toward conservation of our fishery resources and assistance to the fishing 
industry in developing food supply that is extremely important in this emergency 
period. The real issue and importance of this work is being obscured by mislead- 
ing references to basic biological practices that are commonplace in the study of 
livestock and agricultural products that are equally important in investigations of 
fish and shellfish. The funds should be restored in order that this work may 
proceed at a pace in keeping with its importance in the Nation’s economy. 


ADMINISTRATION OF TERRITORIES AND TRUST TERRITORY 


Under the terms of a trusteeship agreement approved by the Security Council 
of the United Nations and by the United States Government, the United States is 
designated as the administering authority of the trust territory and has assumed 
obligations for the Government thereof. Administration of the trust territory 
has been under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Navy, but will be trans- 
ferred to the Department of the Interior on July 1, 1951. 

The reduction of $1,800,000 in the budget estimate of $5,980,000 would necessi- 
tate drastic curtailment of essential public services, as well as educational, health, 
and administrative services. Since such a curtailment would be detrimental to 
the trust territory people and would expose the United States to serious criticism 
in the United Nations Trusteeship Council, I urge the restoration of the reduction. 

The administration of American Samoa is also being transferred from the 
Department of the Navy to the Department of the Interior on July 1, 1951. A 
reduction of $240,000 was made by the House in the budget estimate of $840,000 
for this administration. The reduction should be restored if the Government is 
to continue services which are essential to the general welfare of the people. 

The Department is also requesting the restoration of reductions in the budget 
estimates for the Alaska Road Commission and the Alaska public works program. 
The program for construction of highways in Alaska in 1952 has been limited to 
the most urgent military and civilian needs. Unless the reduction of $1,700,000 
is restored, it will be necessary to defer certain projects and proceed at an in- 
efficient and uneconomical rate on others. The House action in reducing the 
estimate for maintenance of roads from $3,300,000 to $2,600,000 failed to take 
into consideration the need for maintaining new roads constructed this year. The 
existing investment of nearly $100,000,000 on the improved highway system will 
be jeopardized unless adequate provision is made for maintenance by restoration 
of the House reduction. 

The reduction of $3,000,000 in the $10,000,000 estimate for the Alaska public 
works program will make inevitable the elimination of many essential projects. 
Because this would constitute a serious loss to Alaskan development, I hope this 
committee will restore the reduction. 

_ The House disallowed an item of $795,000 in the budget for the Virgin Islands 
Corporation for the development of an adequate power program in St. Croix. 
Denial of funds for this purpose will seriously impede the economic and industrial 
growth on St. Croix. The President of the Corporation will supply the committee 
with full details concerning this program, and I am sure he will make an ample 
showing that the item should be restored to the bill. 


REDUCTION IN STAFF SERVICES OF SECRETARY’S OFFICE 


One of the most serious problems confronting the Secretary of the Interior in 
recent years has been the lack of an adequate staff to deal with the matters that 
must be considered at the secretarial level. There has never been a more urgent 
need for staff services to be provided for on a basis that will enable me to discharge 
my responsibilities as Secretary of the Interior. Notwithstanding the tremendous 
increase in the volume of work placed upon my staff by reason of the assignment of 
new responsibilities related solely to the defense program and the adjustment in 
our regular activities to fit in with that program, no provision was made in the 
budget estimate for additional staff assistance. 

The House Committee on Appropriations recognized the need to maintain an 
effective organization for Department-wide administration and reported the bill 
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out with the full budget estimate allowed. A reduction of $365,000 was made on 
the House floor. This reduction will endanger the Department’s operation to the 
point that I am compelled to appeal to this committee to restore that reduction. 


THE JENSEN AMENDMENT 


I shall not take the time of this committee to go into all the reasons why the 
Jensen amendment should be stricken from the bill. In my opinion there has 
never been a proposal which would result in a more complete breakdown of Gov- 
ernment operations than would this amendment if it became law. There can be 
no doubt about the danger of the amendment resulting in the suspension of field 
operations where they are carried on by one or two employees. Even where a 
larger staff is involved the restriction on filling vacancies would render the opera- 
tion so ineffective that chaos is certain to occur. I have requested the bureau 
heads to explain to you the effect of this amendment upon their programs when 
they appear before the committee. I urge the committee to consider carefully the 
importance of deleting this provision from the appropriation bill. 


INTRODUCTION OF UNDER SECRETARY SEARLES 


Secretary CHapMAN. Mr. Chairman, before I begin my statement 
may I introduce the new Under Secretary of the Interior. I do not 
know whether all of you have met Mr. Richard D. Searles, the new 
Under Secretary of the Interior. 

I see Senator Ecton just walked in. Senator, this is Mr. Searles. 

1 welcome the opportunity to appear before your committee to dis- 
cuss the natural resource programs of the Department of the Interior. 
This period represents a critical stage in the development of our mobili- 
zation program and it is of vital importance that your committee 
clearly understand the relationship between the budget requests pre- 
sented here for the department and our national capacity to meet our 
mobilization requirements. 

In my 18 years with the Department of the Interior I cannot recall 
an occasion when I have appeared before a congressional committee 
on a matter of such great importance to our national welfare as my 
appearance before your committee today. 

The Interior Department appropriation bill for 1952 as passed by 
the House of Representatives, if allowed to become law in its present 
form, will not only weaken the defense program of this country, but 
will impair the future well-being of its people. 

Today our Nation is engaged in a program unparalleled in its history. 
This program has two objectives. 

One is to defend our freedom and liberty which are threatened by 
another system. This will be accomplished if we build our defenses so 
strong as to deter that system from further aggression. 

In any case, we must be ready for immediate mobilization of all our 
power if further aggression does occur. At the same time we must 
maintain and develop our national strength to guard against future 
attack. To do this we must establish and secure our mode of livi ing, 
both for ourselves and our children. Success in both our short-range 
and long-range objectives depends upon the availability and wise use 
of our basic natural resources—our minerals, soils, forests—our lands 
and waters. 

The Department of the Interior is charged with important respon- 
sibilities in both phases of this unprec ‘edented program. We will be 
unable to discharge such responsibilities effectively if the minimum 
fund requirements for our essential resource programs are whittled 
away by arbitrary reductions and we are confronted with hampering 
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restrictions like the Jensen amendment which cripple our ability to 
operate. 

If Interior’s 1952 budget had been prepared without regard to the 
need for curtailing and deferring activities which were not essential to 
our national security at this time, the action of the House might be 
justified. 

However, the estimates of the Department were screened exceed- 
ingly fine before the budget was transmitted to the Congress. 

‘Funds were requested only for those activities which directly or 
indirectly support the defense effort or provide essential public services 
which must be maintained at an efficient and effective level. 


BUDGET REDUCED UNDER 1951 APPROPRIATION 


These adjustments in the Department’s activ ities under the defense 
program are demonstrated by the fact that Interior’s 1952 budget was 
transmitted to the Congress in an amount of $86 million below the 
total appropriated for 1951. 

Further reductions can be made only at the expense of work related 
directly to the defense effort, or to essential civilian services. 


HOUSE COMMITTEE ACTION ON TOTAL BUDGET 


The seriousness of the House action upon the programs of the De- 
partment is more apparent when one considers the manner in which 
the reductions were made. This bill was reported to the House in an 
amount more than $39 million below the budget estimates, which we 
had already reduced $86 million below the 1951 appropriations. This 
reduction was serious, but the arbitrary reductions came when the 
House proceeded to use the knife with little regard for the evidence 
which had been presented in support of the Department’s request. 

Furthermore, no attention was paid to the warnings by the members 
of the subcommittee that further reductions would impair the effec- 
tiveness of Interior programs. 

On many critical items in the Interior bill a majority of the House 
membership acted to make further reductions despite the recom- 
mendations ef the subcommittee. 


ORIGINAL BUDGET ESTIMATES 


Senator ELLENDER. Are we to understand the request made by 
you to the Budget Bureau was $86 million less than 1951 appro- 
priated funds? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. It was $86 million under what you appro- 
priated last year for the Interior Department. 

Senator ELtenperR. How much did the Budget Bureau cut your 
original request? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. It was the $86 million which we agreed on. 
We worked on it together. 

Senator ELLeNpER. What amount did you ask for this year when 
you submitted your estimates to the Budget Bureau? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I will have to supply that total figure. I do 
not remember what it was. We sat days and days with the Budget 
Bureau and discussed our needs. We presented a full program. 
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From it we started cutting down those things which had to be curtailed 
or deferred because of the Korean situation. 

(The information referred to, subsequently furnished, is as follows:) 

The Department’s estimates for the fiscal year 1952 as submitted to the Bureau 
of the Budget totaled $913,537,782. 

Senator ELLENDER. The amount you asked of the budget was not 
the amount we granted last year? 

Secretary CuapMan. No, sir; considerably more than that. In 
conferences and discussions it was agreed that it would be cut $86 
million below what you appropriated last year. 


CHARGE THAT ADMINISTRATION OF PUBLIC ESTATE WEAKENED 


Due to the importance of our natural resources to the economic and 
military strength of this country, there is cause for real alarm over the 
action taken by the House. However, this is not the first time that 
there has been a combination of forces to weaken the administration 
of the public estate so that our resources can be exploited to the 
financial advantage of a few selfish groups. 

The pattern of these attacks is always the same—-efforts by special 
interest groups seeking to get control of valuable natural resources by 
denying appropriations to develop and utilize such resources for the 
welfare of all the people as provided by law. 

Senator Corpvon. That is a pretty serious charge, there. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. It is. 

Senator Corvon. The first part of that paragraph which reads: 

There has been a combination of forces to weaken the administration of the 
public estate so that our resources can be exploited to the financial advantage of 
a few selfish groups— 
there cannot be such a combination unless the Congress on the other 
side is a party to it. 

Secretary CuapmMan. I do not agree with that. I do not think 
Congress has to be a party to a combination of outside interests that 
have a common cause. 

Senator Corpon. It must be one or the other. 

Mr. Chairman, I think faced as we are with this budget on this 
side, and then later in conference with the House, those statements 
need an explanation of some sort. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. We can give you some explanation as to 
who those forces are. 

Senator Corpon. We ought to have that. Please identify them. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I cannot identify what influence they used. 
All I can identify is the fact they present their case as a separate group. 

Senator ELLENDER. What evidence have you that they worked on 
any Congressman or Senator? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I am not saying they worked on any Con- 
gressman. They come before the committees and present their case. 

Senator ELLENDER. Just as you do. 

Secretary CuapMAN. A combination of interests that works against 
the interest of administering this estate. 

Senator Kitcore. In other words, you mean certain groups who 
have a private interest and combine forces in presenting evidence 
and getting the case before the various committees in an endeavor to, 
shall we say, distort the picture, 
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Secretary CHapMaAN. They put up their side of the story. They 
have the right to do that. I do not object to that. 

Senator ELLENDER. Have you any specific evidence to show there 
is this combination, as you refer to it? 

Secretary CHapMAN. The combination does not have to be in the 
sense that they sit down and discuss their approach. The interest is 
in common that they present their case, one group with another, to 
Congress. 

Senator ELLENDER. That comes because of their interest. 

Secretary CHapMAN. Not necessarily by any combination of evil 
intentions. 

Senator ELLenpEer. The language you use there would indicate 
probably there is this combination of evil influence. 

Secretary CHapMaNn. I would have said influence or collusion if I 
thought they had been in collusion on that, but I eliminated collusion 
because I did not think of it in those terms. 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Secretary, you did not eliminate the evil 
purpose, because you say that the public resources can be exploited. 

That has a definite meaning. It says: 

To the financial advantage of a few selfish groups. 


That indicates to me that the Department feels this particular ap- 
propriation has suffered these heavy cuts and suffered heavy cuts, 
because of efforts of these few selfish groups to obtain something for 
themselves. If you have evidence that has been done, I think this 
committee ought to require it. It ought to go to the groups who have 
done it. 

If the House hearings indicate it—and they may—our attention 
should be called to the testimony that was given and the Depart- 
ment’s view as to wherein it was not in the public interest to follow 
whatever suggestions were made. I have not read the hearings; I 
know nothing about them, but I think it is very important at this 
time, or we may find ourselves, in our attempts to do what we think 
is sound business from the standpoint of the national interest, in a 
tough spot to carry it through successfully. 

See retary CHAPMAN. I agree with you, Senator. No expression of 
mine is indicated at any place to the effect that the Congress or the 
Senate was involved in any expression whatsoever to indicate any 
cojlusion or any thought being imposed upon. 

Senator Corpon. ‘Assuming they were not parties to whatever 
action you say there is, the only conclusion here, the sole conclusion, 
is that they have been influenced by these combinations of forces, 
these groups, seeking to gain control of resources by denying appro- 
priations. 

I would like to have a bill of particulars, Mr. Secretary, on that. 


DISCUSSION AS TO SPECIAL-INTEREST GROUPS 


Secretary CuapMan. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good place to 
give you some particulars on that. This statement is to be put in 
the record anyway, and I think this is a good place to give it. 

I am not charging Congress with any ulterior motives whatsoever; 
I am simply charging these special- interest groups of coming in and 
presenting a case that is not in conformity to the facts. 
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Naturally, Congress has been influenced by that information. 
They are bound to be. They are only human. That is why it is 
presented to them. That is why I am pr esenting my side. 

Senator Wuerry. Mr. Chairman, continuing, or expanding just a 
trifle, the next three lines of the statement read: 


The pattern of these attacks is always the same. 


You have a pattern now, I take it? 

Secretary CHapMAN. That is right. 

Senator WHerrRyY. The statement goes on to say: 

Efforts by special-interest groups seeking to get control of valuable natural 
resources by denying appropriations— 
et cetera. By that, | suppose you mean that Congress denied them? 

Secretary Cuapman. The »y were denied by Congress or the House. 

Senator Wuerry. This is the pattern of the special interests—with 
their influence, those appropriations were denied? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. That is right. 

Let me give you a complete example of what I mean. I do not ask 
anyone to agree with me on my position about a particular subject 
matter. All I want is that we get a chance to discuss it fully. Then 
the decision will be made. When it is made, I take it and try to carry 
it out. 

Here is an example. You have appropriated and instructed this 
Department to spend X billions of dollars. We have spent those 
billions of dollars carrying on a public- -power program. In some 
cases they were spent through the Corps of Engineers building dams 
with power-generating facilities. 

Please look at this picture. Take a quick glance at it. It can be 
broken down in detail. It will take considerable time, but I will do 
it if necessary. 

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FUNDS 


You have authorized but not yet financed a reclamation program 
involving approximately $3 billion of new construction. You have 
authorized but not yet financed approximately $10 billion for the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Senator WHerry. What is your last statement there? 

Secretary CHApmMAN. There has been authorizing legislation that 
passed Congress for Reclamation involving $3% billion; and for the 
Corps of Engineers, $10 billion. 

What is the problem involved in these authorizations? 


BUGGS ISLAND DAM, N. C.-VA. 


In the first place, a policy is being proposed here, and I hope that 
this policy will not be adopted. I will use an illustration. You will 
spend $88 million building the Buggs Island Dam. What do you do? 
If this procedure is followed and if the advice of the utility companies 
that came to the House and presented their information is followed, 
you will bottle up that power so I cannot sell it to the preferred 
customers to whom under the law I must sell it. 

I am the authorized agent under the law to sell the power from 
that dam. To whom can I sell it? I cannot build a line to take it 
over to a Federal agency operating anywhere within the reach of 
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that dam. I cannot build a line to take it over to the co-ops under 
the law which says that I must do it. 

I cannot sell it to a municipality. To whom can I sell it? 

Nobody but the Virginia Electric & Power Co. 

Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Chapman, you would want to sell it to 
a Government agency over here at Langley Field? 

Secretary CHapman. | did. 

Senator Etutenper. Is that why the dam was built? IT thought it 
was built to serve the people in that locality, the municipalities. 

Secretary CuapMan. I cannot sell it to them. 

Senator ELLeNDER. Why not? 


POWER LINES FOR LANGLEY FIELD, VIRGINIA 


Secretary Cuapman. I have to sell it to the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. only and at whatever price they want to pay. I have no 
control of what price they want to pay. 

What position would I be in in a year from now, when I would say, 
“Tam sorry. I have 204,000 kilowatts of power, but I cannot sell it 
because they will not pay as much as I want them to pay.” 

Senator ELLENDER. What action was taken by the House to prevent 
you from selling that power to the communities around there? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. They cut out my appropriation to build a 
line to where 1 could reach one of the load centers, where I have to 
sell it. 

Senator ELuenpeR. Where would you bring it? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I would bring it to the load centers. I could 
not take it to Langley Field. I could not take it to a municipality. 
I could not take it to a co-op. 

I cannot build 10 feet of line. I can do nothing. I have to sit 
there and wait. 

Senator ELLeENpER. Where do you propose to carry this power 
with this 3-million-dollar outlay you spoke of? 

Secretary CHApMAN. In this instance, from Buggs Island to Suffolk, 
Va., and up to Langley Field. 

Senator ELLENprER. Are there any facilities in that area that are 
owned by private enterprise and for the use of which you could reach 
some kind of agreement with them? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. We have been negotiating for 6 months or 
more trying to get a contract, but I did not think the wheeling rate 
was reasonable. J did not think it was a good contract. I could not 
approve it. 

Senator Ecron. Was that evidence placed before the House com- 
mittee? 

Secretary CHapMan. Very fully. The committee recommended its 
approval; recommended the appropriation. If you want to embark 
upon a new policy, that is another thing, but please do not misunder- 
stand me. I have never advocated we move public power into an 
area to foreclose private business and private utilities from operating. 
I have signed more contracts with private utilities than all my prede- 
cessors for 30 years. I have done it because I felt it was good business 
to do it. Ihave signed good contracts. 
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REDUCTION IN 1951 APPROPRIATION FOR SOUTHWESTERN POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 


Last year I notified the chairman of this committee he could take 
$6,000,000 out of the Southwestern Power Administration appropri- 
ation because I had just signed a contract with the Oklahoma Power 


& Light Co. I was glad to doit. You remember that, Senator Cordon. 
Senator Corpon. Definitely. 


WHEELING CONTRACTS 


Secretary CHAPMAN. We did the same thing in Montana. I got a 
wheeling contract there. I cut appropriations out. Over in Cali- 
fornia, in the area of P. G. & E., we have been carrying on a running 
fight for years and yet we have signed a contract with them. We 
notified the chairman of the House committee just 2 or 3 days before 
the bill was marked up that he could cut a little more than 3% million 
dollars out of our 1952 appropriation. 

If I do not obtain appropriations to build transmission facilities 
from dams already built and those now under construction, the power 
is bottled up and I cannot sell it to anybody but the private company 
who walks up and says, “I will take this for a half a mill.” 

Senator Ecron. The Virginia Electric & Power Co. has been 
much more unreasonable than these other private companies? 

Secretary CHAapMAN. They are all the same. do not find any 
difference, except in personalities and individuals where we all vary 
some. Each area will differ in the type of contract they need. 

We have signed a contract in the area of the Southwestern Power 
Administration. You cannot fit that same contract over in Cali- 
fornia exactly. The circumstances will vary the terms of the contract. 

I did vary the terms of the contract. The same thing would happen 
in Virginia. I was willing to do it in Virginia. I wanted a reasonable 
price and I did not think their price was reasonable. 

Senator ELLENpER. Why could not the municipalities and the 
co-ops who are entitled to the Buggs Island power put up the line 
themselves, instead of you? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Because the commission that controls the 
building of power facilities in the State of Virginia would not give 
co-ops a permit. They cannot build it. 

Senator ELLENDER. Could you? 


TRANSMISSION LINE TO LANGLEY FIELD 


Secretary Cuapman. I could if I had the money. I have the 
authority under the law you passed. I have the authority to build this 
line if you will appropriate the money. 

The Virginia Electric & Power Co. would not agree with me on this. 
They will not be hurt if we built this line from this main project of 
Buggs Island, down to Langley Field. 

Let us connect up with these co-ops where we are supposed to 
under the law which gives them a preference to that power. These 
co-ops are entitled to it. They are the farmers of this community and 
they are entitled to it. 

I do not believe it will hurt the Virginia Electric & Power Co. one 
iota. They are in a good financial position and they are good operators. 





i, PSS RIE LaCie awiee 


2 REAPS 


ee 


Roce 


2p ec YS 


EEA ET 


g 
‘+ 
4 
5 








INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 17 


Senator ELLENDER. Mr. Secretary, how much more does it cost in 
order to take this power to Langley Field than it would cost to take 
it solely to the municipalities in that locality and the various coopera- 
tives that are located there? 

Secretary CuapMan. If I could build the line from Buggs Island to 
Langley Field by the route our engineer says is the most feasible route 
to build it, 1 could tap in with short lines to these co-ops and munici- 
palities. The distance would be a few miles. 

Senator ELLENDER. Let us exclude Langley Field. I think that is 
where the trouble is. If you had come with the view of having that 
power distributed among the people that were intended to get it, you 
may not have met the rebuff that the House gave you. I believe if 
it had been relegated solely to serving these cooperatives and these 
municipalities that were originally intended to be served, you would 
not have had that trouble. 

Secretary CuHapMan. You do not object if I add one thing to what 
you say? 

Senator ELLENDER. No. 


PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS FOR PUBLIC POWER 


Secretary CuoapmMan. When you said that was originally intended, 
Congress set up three groups of preference customers for ‘this power. 
They are Federal agencies, which is the case at Langley Field, co-ops, 
and municipalities. You have appropriated around $150 million in 
the last 3 years to carry on experimental work at Langley Field on 
airplane development. 

They need the power. 

Senator ELLENDER. They never intended to get it from Buggs 
Island. I understood they obtained it from private sources and at a 
rate as cheap as you could offer. Am I right? 

Secretary CuapMan. They will obtain it as cheaply as anybody can 
produce it because they just last week agreed to a contract at Langley 
Field with a much better offer saving approximately $4 million in 
connection charges which the Virginia Electric & Power Co. first 
demanded. 

VEPCO POWER CONTRACT 


We asked Vepco to wheel the power for us, and they would not 
do it at a reasonable rate. 

Senator ELLENDER. Now that the Government has saved that 
money, how much more can you save by simply building a line to 
serve these cooperatives and these cities that are entitled to this 
power? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. There are two things involved in that ques- 
tion. First, I am not asking the restoration of more than $3 million 
in this bill because of the agreement between NACA and the Virginia 
Electric & Power Co. I do not have the estimates of what it would 
cost to build a line over to this co-op or this municipality. I would 
have to supply those figures. 

We ought to have the money to build lines. We ought to have the 
funds to build backbone lines from the dam to the load centers. I 


do not mean to distribute it to individual customers. I do not want 
to do that. 
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If you do not permit us to build lines to load centers, you are bottling 

up one of the greatest resources in this country. 

That is what I meant in this statement a moment ago. You have 
bottled up one of the biggest financial resources of America and for 
whom? The one company, the one group of companies and nobody 
else. They control it. 

How can I negotiate with a company when that company knows I 
have not a thing I can sell and he will pay what he pleases? 

Senator Corpon. Mr. Secretary, if you are asking me the question, 
I would like to answer it. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. J would like some help on this. 

Senator Corpon. I recall last year when this matter was before 
this committee we took exactly the same position with reference to it 
that you are taking in Southwestern Power, in Bonneville and else- 
where; namely, while it always seemed to me an appropriation was 
not necessary, we made the appropriation. We directed that a con- 
tract be made which would not only be a contract with reference to 
Langley Field, but would be a wheeling contract under which the 
Government would have a contractual right to enforce wheeling 
rights along the general line of Southw estern Power, the same basis 
as was used in Montana and in various places in the Pacifie North- 
west, anc recently in California. 

The purpose of this committee was to say to the Government 
“This is a Government asset. We believe ‘that we should have 
private business where we can have it. We do not believe that private 
business should enrich itself at the expense of the Government. 

“On the other thand, we do not believe that, particularly in these 
—— times, we should spend Government money if we do not have 
to, but we will spend it if we cannot make a reasonable contract with 
the utility which is involved and which has, generally speaking, the 

necessary network of transmission for wheeling to the areas where 
preferred customers are located.”’ 

We directed that you do your best to make such a contract. So far 
as I am concerned, I have not had any report since that time as to 
what has happened. You have denounced a company as being un- 
willing to make the kind of a contract you feel is sound. 

You recognize an expression of opinion, Mr. Secretary. The facts 
are to be found in your offers, their counteroffers, and your final 
conclusions. 

So far as this committee is concerned, Mr. Chairman, I think we 
ought to do exactly what we have done every other time. 

If it is necessary to use the Government to get the kind of a contract 
that is equitable, conscionable, one that serves the purposes of the 
law, it is up to us to help get it. 

Mr. Secretary, I hope at the appropriate time—I assume that will 
be later in the hearings when we get to the item—that we will have 
a complete record of what has been done. 

Mr. Chairman, I hope we do what we have done before. The 
Interior Department is here; Virginia Electric & Power Co. will be 
here, and we will work this thing out. That is the way we have 
always proceeded. I think it is the sound way to proceed. 

So far as I am concerned, that is my answer to the proposition you 
have made. 
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I do not think the United States is still powerless with respect to 
its power at Buggs Island. 


CONSTRUCTION OF POWER LINES BY COOPERATIVES 


Senator ELLENDER. In that connection, I want to say that in the 
past I have voted for these appropriations to build these power dams 
where it is done publicly. But I will not vote a penny if it results in 
a particular group of private utilities controlling this power. 

You stated a while ago in answer to questions by me that a coop- 
erative or a city could not obtain permission from the Virginia 
commission. 

Secretary CHoapMAN. I was informed of that yesterday. 

Senator ELuenper. You can obtain a permit of that kind? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. We can; we have the authority. 

Senator ELLENDER. I might say that if I could be shown that the 
Virginia commission refuses to grant that permit to these others, and 
if the »y could offer no valid excuse for their refusal, I would be tempted 
to vote to give you the power to build the line. 

Secretary CHapMAN. The best evidence I can offer is that I will 
invite the members of the co-ops who work in that area to come before 
this committee, 

Senator ELLeNDER. Is there a pending application? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I do not know. 

Senator ELtenper. Why do you not put the application in? 

Secretary CuapMAN. That would be before the Virginia State com- 
mission, not us. 

Senator ELLENDER. Why do you not suggest to these municipalities 
and cooperatives that are e titled to this power that they op 1 their 
application and see what the Virginia commission will do? If it 
refuses without any reason, I would consider your proposition. 

Secretary CHAapMAN. I think you are perfectly sound on that. 

I want to say two things. I agree with Senator Cordon’s position 
and your position on that. I want to put into the record a clarifica- 
tion of that particular point. 

I do not have all the details. I was only informed yesterday the 
co-ops said they could not get permission to build their lines at all. 
I do not know whether it is true, or not; I will have to find out. 

I am not going to try to influence this case without supporting data. 
That will be supplied by the Southeastern Power Administration when 
they come here—the Administrator, Mr. Ben Creim, has been very 
ill and will not be able to appear before the committee—they will have 
to substitute a man who is second in charge. 

What you have said is exactly my position. I would not hesitate 
to give these private power people a wheeling contract. I have 
asked for a wheeling contract. I have had instructions from this 
committee to try to get a wheeling contract with these private 
companies. 

[ am going to show you what I have tried to do to ae »p faith with 
the committee. Although, I hesitated to have that language in the 
report as you know, last year, I accepted it and said I would do the 
best I could to get some contracts. 
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NUMBER OF PRIVATE 





WHEELING CONTRACTS EXECUTED 


Here is what has happened since I have been Secretary: The Bonne- 
ville Power people have signed 70 wheeling or exchange contracts. 
They have had no trouble about it. The private utilities are operating 
and making a good profit. 

The Reclamation Bureau has signed 42 contracts. I have signed 


most of these big ones, but the other ones are signed in the field by 
the operators. 


The Southwestern has signed three. 

The principal one in the Southwestern was the one I had before 
this committee last year and it was with the Oklahoma Power & 
Light Co. and with the public service company. 

If you gentlemen remember, we sat here all day discussing that 
contract. The Administrator of Southwestern Power was here with 
me. I have the utmost confidence in him but I did not feel the pro- 
posed contract was quite fair enough in its financial terms or in some 
of the restrictions involved. 

It was not a substantial difference, but it was just enough that I 
did not think I ought to accept it. 

Just before you wrote up your bill they came to my office and we 
sat down and worked out a contract which was satisfactory to me. 
It protects what I consider to be the public interest involved and the 
private utilities companies certainly think it protected them. 

I thought we could work one out with the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. It is only one of many I have had to deal with. 


SAVINGS DUE TO LANGLEY FIELD POWER CONTRACT 


It just so happened that Buggs Island power will be bottled up 
and I cannot sell it, if I do not have appropriations to build the line 
to load centers. The Virginia Electric & Power Co. made an agree- 
ment with Langley Field just this week, which saved over $4,000,000 
in direct service charges to the Government. 

Senator WHerryY. On your report on page 9—evidently you have 
somebody asking questions—and you state here: 

In one respect the proposed line has served its purpose. It has saved the 
Government a direct service charge of $4,100,000 which was withdrawn by the 
company after they feared the Government would construct the necessary lines 
for meeting the requirements for Langley Field. Additional savings will be made 
annually since the Virginia Electric & Power Co. has offered to meet any rate 
proposed by Southeastern. The company is so desperate in its desire to bottle 
up Buggs Island power that it has now agreed to construct a third line from 
Suffolk into Langley Field. Rather than accept delivery of Government power 
at Suffolk, the company has announced its plan to construct an additional 100,000 
kilowatts in generating capacity at Suffolk, costing in excess of $16 million. 

The reason I read that was I wanted to ask this question, and while 
this is not pointed at what Senator Cordon is saying, yet with the 
Government behind you, you are getting what you want, anyhow. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. As long as I have some appropriations, that is 
largely true. The minute you have no appropriations, you are 
through. 

Senator WHerry. You still get the power with the Government 
behind you. Do you not think that this will be ironed out whether 
you get the appropriations always the way you want them? 

In other words, do you have any other example of this charge than 
the one you just submitted? 
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KEATING AMENDMENT 


Secretary CuapmMan. The Keating amendment that I am referring 
to in my statement will practically kill it all off. 

Senator WHrerrRy. Have you any example of selfish interests doing 
what you say on page 3 than this one? 

Secretary Cuapman. Gentlemen, I do not want to charge the Vir- 
ginia Electric & Power Co. with being a selfish interest. They are 
an interest looking to protect their investment. 

Senator Ww HERRY. What special group do you have? I appreciate 
what the Secretary is doing. You say because this has happened 
there is an attempt to change the policy. 

Secretary CuapMan. It would be a new policy. 

Senator Wuerry. The facts are your policy is going along and you 
are doing a good job in Montana, in the Northwest, aud C alifornia. 

Secretary ‘Cuapman. You made an appropriation for me in every 
case. 

Senator Wuerry. That is the big policy. This is the only one. 
Do you have any other one you can point your finger at? 

Secretary CuapMAN. That is the principal one. This is the one 
this year. You may have another one next year. 

Senator Wuerry. Your big policy has been established. This is 
the exception to the policy. 

Secretary CuapMan. You are right. This is the exception to the 
policy. 

Senator Wuerry. This is the only one you have? 

Secretary CuapMAN. This is the only one I have had so far, except 
the Keating amendment that is in the House bill this year. 

Senator HaypEeNn. You are going to get to that? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Yes. 

Senator Wuerry. Is this included in the special groups when you 
say the pattern of these attacks are all the same, efforts by special 
groups, and this is one of them? 

Secretary CuapMANn. The power groups. 

Senator Corpon. Your reference, then, to special interests, is 
solely in the power field, or does it appear in other fields? 

Secretary CuapMan. I do not like to cast implications on other 
people’s motives. I would like to restrict myself to this one where I 
have a concrete example. 

Senator Corpon. We are left in this position: that your reference 
is only to the Virginia Electric & Power Co. situation. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. All the rest of the power companies would be 
in the same position. They are not any different. They would all 
want this if you do this in this one instance. 

Senator ELLenver. I thought you had already settled with most 
of those companies. 

Secretary CHapMAN. Those are the ones that are related to com- 
pleted projects where we have the power to sell. If you adopt this 
policy, this 10 billion dollars, and the 3% billion, which may be appro- 
priated for construction of authorized projects at some future date, 
I will still have to come before vou for power lines. 

If you set this policy, what chance would I have? I am trying to 
give a warning here. I am not trying to be vindictive against any 
company. 








22 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Senator WuHerry. I am one of those who did not want to give you 
the money before you built the lines, but afterward, if you have to 
have it. The policy has been set, has it not? 

Secretary CHapMAN. In past actions. 

Senator Wuerry. The big, broad policy has been set. Is that not 
the one reason why these private utilities are now signing up on these 
wheeling charges? They realize that is the policy and this is an 
exception to the policy. Is that right? 

Secretary CuarMan. This is an exception to the practice I have 
been able to carry forward. 


CONTRACT DIFFERENCES WITH VEPCO 


Senator Corpon. Would you mind suggesting in just a few words 
the region of difference at the present time between the Department 
of Interior and this Virginia Electric & Power Co. with respect to a 
wheeling contract predicated upon the general pattern now existing? 

Secretary CHapMAN. I cover that in my statement. It'is a price 
proposition involving zone rates that we are talking about mostly in 
the Virginia case. 

Senator Corpon. Let me ask one more question and then I will 
wait until we reach that because I suspect there will be a lot of argu- 
ment. 

If you reach the satisfactory contract from the Government stand- 
point with these people, so far as you know now, when the Govern- 
ment power is wheeled at the direction of the Government into the 
various areas where preferred customers reside, there would be nothing 
in the law of the State of Virginia that would prevent the utilization 
by these preferred customers within their own units in the field of 
distribution? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. There is no prohibition in the State law of 
Virginia to prohibit them from using,the power if we can deliver it 
to them. 

Senator Corpon. You will advise the committee later with respect 
to this rumor that has come to you? 

Secretary Cuapman. I will. I got that information yesterday 
from a man interested in the co-op down there. He said they had not 
been able to get permits. 


DEFINITION OF SPECIAL INTERESTS 


Senator Corpon. With reference to your statement here, which 
would appear to go to cuts in the Interior Department’s appropriation 
bill, do you know of any other instances, either in the power field or 
in reclamation, mines, grazing, any of the activities of the Interior 
Department, where the record indicates that special interests have 
prevailed in the reduction by the House of the requested appropria- 
tion? 

Secretary CHapMaNn. Probably my choice of words is not the best 
when I say special privilege, because so many people take it as a con- 
notation of some evil. Tam not thinking of it in those terms. 

Senator Corpvon. That clarifies it. 

Secretary CuapMAN. I am trying to say it is an interest group that 
will be benefited by this action and not the public. 
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Senator Corpon. Were there any others in this appropriation bil! 
than Virginia? 

Secretary CuapMaNn. In this bill, the Bureau of Land Management 
has been cut. It is around a million dollars. What will happen there? 

[ cannot administer the grazing lands of the public domain for 
which you appropriate money for management and soil conservation 
work. 1 cannot administer them as to the number of cattle or sheep 
that can be grazed on those lands. I cannot control them. 

If this cut sticks, 1 will not have money enough to do a reasonably 
good job. 

Without ade quate funds for management, we are coing to get into 
difficulties again on public land use and it will be a detriment to the 
cattle people themselves. I think they would agree with me on that. 

Senator Corpon. Was there any objection made by any privat 
interest with reference to those items? 

Secretary CHapMAN. I do not remember whether there was any 
testimony to that effect, or not. 

Senator Corpon. It occurs to me, Mr. Secretary, in many instances 
whether rightly or wrongiy, the ee acted having in mind the 
defense emergency, and made what they felt were reductions in current 
nondefense matters in an attempt to ‘hold the over-all expenditure of 
the budget as low as possible. 

It well may be in many instances, and particularly on the floor, where 
I think it happens not only on the House floor, but as well on the 
Senate side, the changes are made as a result of some special = 
without full knowledge of what the facts are and wae the needs a 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Senator, even if vou had all the facts from both 
sides, there is alwavs room for an honest difference of opinion as to 
what ought to be done, or what decision ought to be made. | do not 
think anyone, including myself, has any right to put it in terms of an 
accusation or an Improper motive. 

Senator Corpon. | appreciate you saving that. [ want to sugvest 
to vou there is nothing in what I have said to you that is eritical of 
any de partment which made its case in favor of what it thinks ough! 
to he done. 

Secretary CHapman. If you eut out funds for marketing B : 
Island power, I do not care what the motive is, the result will be what 
I indicated, 

Senator Corpon. On that basis I want to go into it fully. 
Secretary CHAPMAN. We will have a man here to speak on t! 


! beat 


] am gle | this break came in my statement because this is a good wa 
to discuss it. 

Secuchan Wuerry. There is a difference in that attitud 

Senator Corpon. Let us suggest it was unfortunate and re presented 
the intensity of the Secretary, and let us proceed to the next item. 

Secretarv CuHapMan. Let us say it is an unfortunate choice of 
language. — . 

HOUSE ACTION ON BUGGS ISLAND DAM, N. C.-VA. 


Senator WHerry. Was there anything on the House floor? They 
were trying to cut expenses, as [ understand it, but I understood vou 
to say that the House committee recommended this Buggs Island 
appropriation. Was there any new evidence on the floor that came 
out that was not brought out in the committee in the House’s deter- 
mination? 





24 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


Secretary Cuapman. I do not know of anything. On the floor I 
think someone said an offer had been made by the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. 

Senator WHerry. You think in your own mind it was just a cut in 
expense, more than anything else? 

Secretary CHapMAN. I think it was a cut in expense and also they 
were representing their constituents. I think the constituents know 
an awful lot about power lines and what they mean. 

If I were in the State of Virginia, I would look carefully over this 
item to see what it means. I would hope I could convince you to 
agree with me. 

Senator Wuerry. The House denied it. 

Secretary CuapMan. The House denied it in an amendment. 

Senator Wuerry. I just thought you might give the fact to the 
committee here if there was any new evidence s ubmitted on the floor 
that the committee did not have. 

Secretary CuapMan. I know of nothing, except a statement that 
the power company had offered Langley Field a contract. 


Senator Wuerry. I have here the Congressional Record, quoting 
Mr. Gary: 


I am happy to report that since the amendment was adopted, although a con- 
tract has not been fully executed, the National Advisory Committee for Aero- 
nautics and the Virginia Electric & Power Co. have reached complete agreement 


for the furnishing of this power. 

Secretary CHapmMaNn. That is right. That was to the Langley Field 
program, but it does not answer the problem I still have to face con- 
cerning selling power to preference customers which the law tells me 
to do. 

Senator ELLenpER. When would Buggs Island power be available? 

Secretary CHapMAN. In 1952. 

Senator ELLenpErR. Has the Virginia Power Co. built a line to that 
dam? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. No. 

Senator ELLenpEr. How far will they have to build it in order to 
make the power available? 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Within a mile or so. 

Senator ELLenprER. What is the nearest spot where a cooperative 
or a city could make use of that power? 

Secretary CHapMaAn. I would have to get that exact distance, but 
let us say in the State of Virginia, it would not be a great distance. 

I do not have the exact distance. 


DISPOSITION OF BUGGS ISLAND POWER 


Senator ELLenpEeR. You do not have to deal with the Virginia 
Power Co. in the disposition of this power? 

Secretary CHapMAN. Not exclusively if I get a power line. 

Senator ELLENDER. You could dispose of it to cooperatives and to 
these municipalities and since they are preference customers, you 
could easily dispose of it. 

As I understand it, your main difficulty is that the Virginia Com- 
mission may refuse authority. 

Secretary Cuapman. The Virginia commission may or may not. 
Let us get back to our responsibility on this: Regardless of what the 
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Virginia commission may do, if you restore this appropriation to me 
to build a line and say, ‘‘All right, you do not need it to Langley 
Field because you have a contract’’—I have the authority, but if 
you give me the appropriation to build a line down to Suffolk, then I 
am confident I will get a wheeling contract with the Virginia Electric & 
Power Co. to serve “preference e customers. 

I do not think it would be any problem at all. 

Senator Kitrcore. On that question, has a study of the Virginia 
statute been made? 

Secretary Cuapman. I think probably the attorney for the South- 
eastern Power Administration has made one. 

Senator Kincore. I think it would be advisable to have that here 
and compare it with other States because there are various laws in 
the various States. 

In some States the very State law itself might be of assistance to 
the Interior Department in closing contracts, whereas, in other 
States the State law might be a deterrent 

For instance, if the authority to build a line were vested in the 
Power Commission of the State of Virginia and they could arbitrarily 
refuse, it might be very hard. I know they have a law on railroads. 

For instance, the C hesapeake & Ohio has been denied the right to 
build into Washington. So has the Coast Line and the Seaboard. 

All five lines have to come into Washington over two railroad lines 
because no permission has been granted to build. I do not know 
whether that might apply to power, too. 

I think a study of the laws of Virginia on that question should be 
made before this man comes in to testify as to whether or not munici- 
palities could build transmission lines to get to the source of power. 

Secretary CHapMan. I will check that. 

Senator Kineore. It might be well to compare that with the law 
of Montana or California. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. Power utility companies in practically every 
instance have made the situation so that it is really a controlled and 
regulated monopoly in each state. You have to remember that. 

Cc onsequently, a commission of a given State is not going to promis- 
cuously give permission to anybody to build a line. 


PROPOSAL FOR CENTRAL POWER DISTRIBUTION CENTER 


Senator ELLENDER. Before these hearings are closed, may I suggest 
that you have someone in your office make an estimate of what it 
would cost to build a line to some central location where the power 
can be distributed among the preferred customers. 

Secretary CHapMAN. That is very good. That is the heart of what 
I am talking about. 

Senator ELLeENDER. As will be recalled by Senator Hayden, that is 
one thing I have been advocating here, not to distribute Government 
power to the ultimate user, but to bring it to a point where everybody 
can come and get it. I think that kind of line ought to be built at 
Government expense. 

Secretary CuapMaNn. That is the heart of what I am talking about. 

Senator ELLenNpDeR. You will get support if that is what you want. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. I have the authority, but I need the appro- 
priation. 








26 INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1952 


POWER CONTRACT NEGOTIATIONS 


Senator Wuerry. Mr. Secretary, this new policy seems to be the 
big thing in this bill. The company did agree to a contract, and I 
understand you agreed, but the question was the cost. You were 


not satisfied with their offer, and you refused to negotiate a wheeling 
charge; is that right? 


Secretary CHapMAN. That is right. 

We refused to accept their offer, and they refused to accept our 
offer. 

Senator Waerry. Did they not agree to go before the Federal 
Power Commission and let them establish whatever was fair and 
equitable? 

Secretary Cuapman. I do not recall, Senator. 

I have not entered those negotiations. Even if they did, I would 
still want the authority to negotiate those rates myself and submit 
them to the Federal Power Commission, 

Senator Wuerry. Here in the testimony on the floor it said that 
the cost should be determined by a panel of three experts, ore to be 
appointed by Southeastern, one to be appointed by Virginia Electric & 
Power Co., and the third to be the Chief of the Power Bureau of the 
Federal Power Commission. Then that fell through and there was 
another made where the Virginia Electric & Power “Co. stands re ady 
to wheel the power at the price in effect on any major wheeling and 
firming Government contract now in effect. 

Moreover, when the Southeastern refused to accept these generous 
offers, the Virginia Electric & Power Co. proposed that the question 
of rates be submitted to the Federal Power Commission, each party 
agreeing to abide by the Commission’s decision. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is really the Montana contract. 

Mr. Warne says they did not agree and would not agree to any line 
to any load center under that contract. 

Senator Corpon. The point here is, if I understand it, your wheeling 
contract is the backbone as well as lateral. If they will do that, there 
is no use in the Government putting money into it. 

Secretary Cuapman. If they will do that and let us submit it to the 
Federal Power Commission, as I have these other contracts. 

The Oklahoma Power Co. contract was submitted to them after we 
worked out the rates we thought were reasonable. 

Then it was submitted to the Power Commission for final approval. 

Senator Wurrry. You need the money and that is the only way you 
can effect it. 

Secretary CuapMan. That is the only way you can effect it. You 
know how you trade witha man. If you have something to trade, you 
can trade. If not, you are going in with your hat in your hand. 

Senator Haypren. Take the Oklahoma contract, for example. It 
has been approved by the tederal Power Commission, Those rates 
are subject to review ‘and revision by the Commission at a later date. 

Secretary CHAPMAN. That is the way they all are. 

Senator WHerry. You are abiding by it? 

Secretary CuapMANn. When they are subject to the Flood Control 
Act as most all of these are. 

Senator Ecron. As long as the Secretary has been interrupted, I 
would like to ask a few questions at this point. 
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Secretary CHArPMAN. This is the important part of this program and 
I would like to discuss it. 


DISCUSSION OF OBJECTIONS TO POWER LINE APPROPRIATIONS 


Senator Ecron. May I interject what I believe has caused the 
prime objection to appropriations for these power lines? 

Awhile ago you mentioned the fact that you had no desire to under- 
mine or put out of business any private power company; is that not 
true? 

Secretary CuapMAN. That is correct. 

Senator Ecron. I think we all recognize that there is room for both 
public and private power. We are going to go ahead and build these 
dams. There will be cases where it will be nec essary to build a cer- 
tain amount of feeder lines by the Government. That is what you 
advocate. 

| think the controversy and the objection and this special interest 
you mentioned previously has arisen in the bill granting you this 
power and authority. 

Nobody has questioned that Federal facilities, for instance, should 
have priority over public power; that is, in obtaining power. 

[ do not think anyone thinks there is much question about co-ops 
being second on the list. When you get down to that third priority 
municipalities—that is what scares the utilities to death. 

For instance, if you, as a representative of the Government, build 
these feeder lines from the reclamation dams where the power is 
developed and then you supply all the Federal facilities, make con- 
tracts and supply all the co-ops and go ahead, and if you have enough 
power and make agreements with municipalities, the private company 
says, “What is left for us?’ 

Why are you not undermining us? Why are you not running us 
out of business? 

There may be cases where municipalities should be taken care of, 
but they fear that if you get an entering wedge, you may make con- 
tracts with cities that they have been supplying. They think they 
may be out of business. 

| think that is the heart of the controversy. 

Secretary CuarpmMan. That is the heart of the fear of the other group. 

Senator Ecron. Once you convince them they do not need to fear 
you, you will not have this opposition developing. 

Secretary Cuarpman. They do not need to convince me, but the 
people. 

May I answer your question? 

Senator Ecron. Yes. 

Secretary CHapMAN. I will try to answer it as briefly as I can. 

These municipalities usually have a 20-year franchise which is the 
result of a vote of the community, given to a private utility to operate 
and service that city. 1 will use my own city of Denver. 

They have a 20-year franchise. They cannot change that franchise 
before the 20 years are up unless they violate a contract and be subject 
to damages, et cetera. 

Suppose the people should decide — ‘mselves they want to buy the 


services from somewhere else, want to buy power from some other 
sources. 
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Senator Ecron. You mean these public utilities? 

Secretary CuapMaNn. Anything they want, whatever legal device 
they may use. Suppose they want to buy the power from your com- 
pany or they want the power supplied from a public dam that may be 
somewhere in the region. 

Senator Haypen. Gentlemen, we have the supplemental appro- 
pration bill up on the floor. We have to be up there at 12 o’clock 
and the rest of the afternoon, so we cannot go on then. 

When will it be convenient for you to appear again, Secretary 
Chapman? 

Senator Corpon. Senator Young and I have the hope that we might 
be able to put this hearing over until Thursday, in order to have a 
subcommittee on agriculture here with a group of people out of the 
wheat land where there is a dangerous infestation that is going to 
cost a lot of money. 

It was our hope that we might be able to call in the Department 
while those people are here and get the benefit of their testimony. 

Secretary CHapMaNn. I can be here Thursday morning. 

Senator HaypEN. The committee will stand in recess until 10 
o’clock Thursday morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, Tuesday, May 8, 1951, the hearing re- 
cessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m., Thursday, May 10, 1951). 
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